7o6	PROCEDURE
by the proper law.1 The question often arises on the dis-
honour of a bill of exchange. Here the general rule at common
law is that whether interest is recoverable on dishonour depends
upon the proper law of the contract under which the defendant
rendered himself liable.2
'So,' says Story,3 if a bill of exchange be made in one State and in-
dorsed in another State, and again indorsed by a second indorser in a
third State, the rate of damages upon the dishonour of the bill will be
against each party according to the law of the place where his own con-
tract had its origin, either by making or by indorsing the bill.'
In the case, however, of a bill which is dishonoured abroad,
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, has now provided that in lieu
of normal damages the holder may recover from the drawer or
indorser, and a drawer or indorser having been compelled to
pay may recover from any party liable to him the amount of
re-exchange, with interest thereon until payment.*
Remote- It follows from the D* Almeida Case that remoteness of liabi-
liabmtv in ^7 *n tort *s a matter °f substance to be governed, presumably,
tort cases by the lex loci delicti. To rule otherwise would, indeed, permit
a plaintiff to exact compensation for what was no ground of
liability in the locus delicti. The kind of loss meriting reparation
would vary with the forum.5 Thus compensation for the loss of
a wife's companionship and services, though not admissible in
the country where she had been injured by the* defendant's
negligence, would be recoverable were the husband to sue in
England.6 That such a question is not one of procedure was
directly affirmed by the Court of Session in Naftalin v, Z-.M.61.,7
where, as we have seen,8 a plaintiff was not allowed in a
1	Arnottv. Red/em (1825), 2 C. & P. 88, where the proper kw of a contract
made in London to be performed in Scotland was held to be English kw, sed
quaere \ Fergusson v. Fyffe (1841), 8 Cl. & F. 121, 140, per Lord Cottenham;
Dicey, p. 708.
2	Allen v. Ktmble (1848), 6 Moo. P.C.C. 314; Gibbs v. Fremont (1853),
9 Ex. 25.	a S. 307.
4	Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 57 (2). This means in the case, for instance, of
a bill payable in Paris as much English money as will buy in France at the rate of
exchange on the day of dishonour the number of francs for which the bill is drawn,
plus the interest and necessary expenses. See the explanation in Byles, BUI of
Exchange, note to s. 57 (2).
5	22 Can, B.R. 8 51, See the very strong statement of DuffC J. in the Canadian
case ofLives/ey v. Horst, [1924] S.C.R. 605, cited Hancock, Torts in the Conflict
of Laws, p. 123,
6	Cp. the Canadian case of Lester v. McAnuty, [1944] S*CR. 317,
7	[i933j S.C. 259; followed in M'Elroy v, MAilister, [1949] S,C. 110*
8	Supra, p. 286, note 9.

